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EDITORIAL NOTES 







ACCORDING TO THE list published in this number of the JouRNAL 290 new 
lawyers were admitted to the Bar of this State at the last Term of the 
Supreme Court. Some newspapers stated the number as 311, but the list, 
as furnished to us by the Clerk of the Supreme Court, counts up 290. It 
is said that about 390 applicants were rejected. Last Spring the late 
Richard C. Jenkinson, of Newark, published an article in the “Sunday 
Call” of that city on this subject of the great increase of attorneys in New- 
ark, in which he said: “The Newark City ‘Directory’ of 1929 shows the 
names of some 1,550 lawyers now practicing in this city. In 1860 there 
were about fifty-two lawyers in Newark. I wonder, if such a thing were 
possible, whether clients with the 1,550 lawyers of to-day would feel safe 
if they were opposed by the fifty-two lawyers of 1860.” He then went on 
to name the prominent lawyers in Newark in 1860. Looking back only to 
the year 1915, we find that in the whole State of New Jersey there were 
(approximately) 3,100 attorneys on the roll. On January I, 1930, ac- 
cording to the “Lawyers’ Diary” list, there were (approximately) 5,900 
attorneys on the roll, which with the 290 just admitted, would make a 
total of 6,190, less, of course, those who have died since this last publica- 
tion. In other words since 1915 the number has about doubled. 


































In connection with the foregoing subject we call attention to the re- 
marks of Mr. Francis Child, well-known lawyer of the same city (New- 
ark), as printed in the article succeeding these “Notes,” Mr. Child is 
Chairman of the Ethics Committee of the Essex County Bar Association. 
He very properly calls attention to the temptation to young lawyers at the 
present day, when there is not enough legitimate law business to give a iv 
living to as many as are pressing into the profession, to use money that ; 
properly belongs to their clients, and to seek in other unprofessional ways 
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to wrong clients, or litigants. What he states is well known to all older, 
honest and successful lawyers, and the question he raises is as to what 
can be done about it. He suggests that the number of lawyers in the State, 
if limited to one to 1,000 inhabitants, might properly solve the problem, 
but this would mean that no more attorneys should be admitted for many 
years to come, as already the proposition is far ahead of the suggested 
requirement. We confess inability to say just what can be done to reduce 
the advancing number of new attorneys, although there is no question that 
whenever a lawyer defrauds, or emblezzles, or fails to act for clients in a 
correct manner there should be disbarment; and at present disbarment 
proceedings are both too uncertain and too slow. Of one thing we do feel 
assured, that all new attorneys should be licensed for a probationary period 
only. At the end of that period he should be able to present a clear case of 
professional ability and high character before the license is given per- 
manency. It may be said that this is treating the profession somewhat 
after the manner of licensed drivers of automobiles. They have a license 
for one year only, and if, during that period, they misbehave and forfeit 
the license, the chances are against their being relicensed for some time to 
come. But is it not even of at least equal importance that lawyers should 
not prey upon the public under a State license as that a careless automobile 
driver should not be allowed to drive a car by permit of the State? How- 
ever this may be, somehow the profession of the law needs to be put upon 
a basis that will restore to it the good name which it formerly possessed 
and which, we fear, is in great danger of being lost before the general 
public. 





While writing upon this subject of admissions to the Bar, a com- 
munication comes in from an attorney of many years’ standing, who, 
evidently, has the same subject on his mind, and this is what he says: 


“It is interesting to turn back to the first Law Report (Coxe) of New 
Jersey, and find how much harder were the requisites for admission to 
the Bar in 1805 than now. The Supreme Court Rules of that time re- 
quired a four years’ clerkship, if a graduate with the degree of Bachelor 
of Arts in any College or University in the United States, and five years at 
least of a regular clerkship if not, and proof of good moral character ; and 
no attorney was allowed to plead in Court until one year after his ad- 
mission. 

“No attorney from another State could secure a license here unless he 
proved that he had served a similar time in his own State, and produced 
proof of his moral and professional standing. Should he attempt to prac- 
tice here in the name of a New Jersey lawyer, such New Jersey lawyer 
would have his name stricken from the roll. 

“In Nixon’s ‘Digest’ of 1855 we find that the time had been reduced 
to three years if a graduate of a College or University with the degree oi 
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A. B., or four years of office work if not such a graduate. One year ina 
Law School was made the equivalent to one year in an office, and no per- 
son could become a counselor until after three years of his appointment as 
attorney and giving satisfactory evidence of his knowledge of the prin- 
ciples and doctrines of law and of his ability as a pleader. A counselor 
of good standing from another State could, by permission of the Court, be 
admitted pro hac vice to speak in any cause, but no attorney of this State 
could plead in Court until after one year’s practice. 

To-day to obtain an attorney’s license one must serve a three-year 
clerkship, of which two years may be spent in a Law School, and he 
must be a graduate of a High School or private Academy, or of a College 
or University. 

“Thus the bars have been gradually let down, and the high standing 
required of old has been lowered, and young men are crowding in, al- 
though the best things of the profession have been taken by Trust Com- 
panies and Banks and Realty and Title corporations. What can this army 
of young men coming into the profession, especially the large number from 
the night schools, expect to do? Will they all stand the gaff, or quit from 
inability to earn a livelihood ?” 





Federal Judge William Clark of this State, in the United States Dis- 
trict Court at Trenton, said last month that lawyers who exact fees from 
clients and then fail to appear in Court in their defense are “getting money 
under false pretenses.” In two different cases the same day the same thing 
occurred. Probably such instances of dereliction on the part of lawyers 
are very uncommon, but when they occur some investigation of the facts 
should be made by the proper authorities. Earlier in the past Summer 
Vice-Chancellor Berry, in filing conclusions in a certain case, stated he was 
doing so without waiting for briefs which counsel had asked permission 
to file, because nearly two months had elapsed without any offer by coun- 
sel for either side of such briefs. He said: 


“The final hearing in this cause was had before me in Long Branch 
on May 15, 1930, and counsel for the respective parties expressed a de- 
sire to submit briefs. This privilege was accorded them, but up to this 
time no briefs have been received. The foregoing conclusions were writ- 
ten by me immediately after the final hearing in order to record my im- 
pressions while the matter was fresh in my mind. They have been with- 
held from the files pending the receipt of briefs. The matters in issue are, 
in my judgment, of sufficient importance to the parties to the suit to jus- 
tify the filing of these conclusions without further delay. Neglect or in- 
activity of counsel should not withhold from their clients relief to which 
they are justly entitled. This is a fair example of the delays due primarily 
to neglect of counsel, resulting in congestion in this Court and unwar- 
ranted criticism of the Court itself.” 





Chancellor Walker held during a late week in September that the 
Court of Chancery “has no jurisdiction whatever to review processes of 
criminal law, that power belonging exclusively to the trial Court or 
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Supreme Court on certiorari.” This was contrary to the first finding by 
Vice-Chancellor Fallon in another case that has attracted much attention 
in North Jersey. Whatever the merits of the two alleged criminal cases 
involved, the view of the Chancellor seems to us the only correct one which 
can or should be taken in New Jersey. The two Courts are for entirely 
different purposes, and if an Equity Court can stop the processes of a 
Criminal Court, or of a Supreme Court Justice on a contempt proceeding 
growing out of an alleged criminal matter, the result would block the 
ordinary due and Constitutional processes of the law. Possibly the same 
question has arisen earlier in this State, but certainly not of late, and, 
whether so or not, the Chancellor’s view must commend itself as a proper 


one. 





The new Mechanics’ Lien law which went into effect September 2nd 
is so important, that all practicing attorneys will need to see that it is 
not overlooked. The law is Chapter 212 of the Laws of 1930, and provides 
in substance that before any material is delivered, and before any labor is 
done, a declaration of intention must be filed with the county clerk. This 
declaration of intention is not effective if filed after work on the building 
is started. The name of the actual owner of the land must be given in the 
declaration. Before payments are to be made to the contractor, he must 
present to the owner a release from all of the material men who supply 
material. So many sections of the original Act are amended that all must 
be studied to make sure the amended statute is complied with. 





DISBARMENTS, NEW LAWYERS, ETC. 


The Essex County Bar Association has a Committee on Ethics which 
has been looking into the records of lawyers in that county whose con- 
duct should or may bring about disbarment. The Newark “Sunday Call” 
of September 29, states there are six important cases being considered 
and there would have been a seventh, but “after a hearing before the 
Committee, voluntarily relinquished his right to practice law in this State.” 
The same newspaper then goes on to say: “One of the offshoots of the 
Committee’s investigation of complaints of sharp practices is the determi- 
nation to recommend that the procedure involved in disciplining an err- 
ing lawyer be simplified. It is contended that too much time elapses be- 
tween the time the Committee recommends disciplinary action and the 
time discipline is meted out. In the meantime the lawyer under charges 
is permitted to practice and in some cases repeats the offense. Another re- 
sult of the Committee’s activity is the possibility of action to bring about 
the limiting of the number of lawyers admitted to practice in New Jersey 
each year.” 
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This is followed by quoting what Mr. Francis Child, the Chairman of 
the Committee, says on the subject, viz. : 

“The Committee’s investigation of charges of unethical methods of a 
certain small percentage of the lawyers practicing in this county leads me 
to believe that unless some means can be devised whereby the number of 
persons admitted to practice law in this State can be limited, the situa- 
tion will grow worse instead of better. 

“Understand, I do not mean to imply that the legal profession in this 
county as a whole is rotten; nothing of the sort. What I have in mind 
is this: There are far too many lawyers in this county now. All are try- 
ing to make a living. Those whose moral fiber is weak, and who find the 
sledding hard, yield to temptation and resort to unethical methods of get- 
ting enough money to carry themselves along. They are the ones who 
give the legal profession a black eye, and they are the ones against whom 
the Committee will direct its activities relentlessly. 

“A community will provide a living—a decent living—for a certain 
number of lawyers. If there are too many lawyers some are almost cer- 
tain to fall by the wayside and resort to underhand methods of getting 
along. To my mind there should not be more than one lawyer for every 
1,000 persons. That ratio would permit all members of the legal profes- 
sion to make a decent living. To attain something like that ratio the ad- 
missions to the Bar would have to be limited. 

“T do not believe that by making examinations more difficult we can 
attain the results hoped for. Just because a person can pass a difficult 
examination is no reason for believing he will be a good lawyer. 

“Another thing which comes to mind in this connection is the ques- 
tion of law clerkships. Law clerks should be compelled to serve two years 
instead of one. And not more than one law clerk to each counselor-at-law 
should be permitted. 

“At present the situation in this respect is out of all reason. I know 
of one law office where they have nearly twenty law clerks, some of whom 
merely are registered there in order to get the necessary service stripe, so 
to speak. I have heard of cases where law clerks actually pay for the 
privilege of registering as clerks in a certain law office. It amounts to a 
business, the proceeds of which help to pay overhead. 

“Until something is done to limit the number of persons admitted to 
the bar we’ll always be confronted with a growing number of cases of 
dishonesty and sharp practice.” 
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DINNEBEIL v. DINNEBEIL 


(Court of Chancery of N. J., August 1, 1930) 
Case of Hannah Dinnebeil, Complainant, against George L. Dinne- 
beil, Defendant. 
Mr. Alexander Simpson for Complainant. 
Mr. Frederic M. P. Pearse for Defendant and Counter-Claimant. 


MEMORANDUM OF OPINION 


JAMES F. MINTURN, Advisory Master: An examination of the 
extensive record in this case, and my recollection of the testimony upon 
the hearing, has confirmed me in the view I entertained at the close of 
the case. The parties are of more than mature age, married for many 
years, living together at intervals, and possessed of two children, one a 
married daughter and the other a marriageable son, both of whom have 
clung to the mother through the various tribulations of her married life. 

A bill was filed by her for maintenance upon the ground of her hus- 
band’s alleged desertion, and the husband responded by filing a cross bill 
for a divorce, alleging cruel and inhuman treatment upon her part. They 
were married in 1904, and but two years of co-habitation sufficed to de- 
velop the troubles which seem to have pursued them like a disease through 
the rest of their marital life. Mrs. Dinnebeil persisted in accusing her 
husband of undue intimacy with other women, and, as a result of the bel- 
ligerent atmosphere thus created, the two separated in 1906, or 1907, the 
wife taking the children with her. Over twenty years elapsed before they 
came together to resume marital relations in the year 1928. In the in- 
terim they resided in New York City, where she, upon one occasion at 
least, attempted to compel him to support her by legal proceedings in the 
Magistrate’s Court. These proceedings eventuated in nothing, since it 
appeared that he had been voluntarily supporting her and the children by 
contributing a certain sum during their separation. 

After that period of prolonged absence, they took up their residence 
at Metuchen in this State, and in and around that place seems to have been 
enacted the crucial ills and troubles which led to their final separation and 
eventually to the institution of these proceedings. She informs us that 
she never lost her pristine affection for her husband, and that neither the 
passage of the years with their enforced marital abstention nor the al- 
leged infidelity of her spouse lessened in any degree the ardor of her love 
and the intensity of her affection. 

If her story of his waywardness be well founded one may naturally 
inquire whether there is any limitation to her self abnegation, and yet 
woman’s love and loyalty when honestly bestowed is, according to the old 
lines, as “still as the night and as deep as the sea.” Certain it is that, 





nne- 


yet 
Id 
at, 





DINNEBEIL V. DINNEBEIL 275 


viewing his indifference to her and his family, she rose above the embers 
of her disappointment and disillusionment, like the Phoenix from its 
ashes and would crown his unfaithfulness with the triumph of her affec- 
tion. But how does he receive her invitation? A glance at the testimony 
as she reveals his life at Metuchen and as he defends his conduct and his 
motives, will furnish the answer. She again accused him of leaving her 
and his family and seeking the charms of other women. She mentions a 
boardinghouse keeper in the town at whose home he boarded, and who at 
times was introduced to friends as Mrs. Dinnebeil. With others he ad- 
mits he accompanied this lady to the local theatre and to festive “parties” 
almost within vision of his wife, and certainly within range of the tongues 
of the local gossips. At other times he left the family and house and 
sought, as he intimates, rest and repose at his brother’s home in the same 
town, and would return to his own home ad libitum. At other times, 
when the wanderlust seized him, he would pack his bag and, without in- 
forming his wife or family as to his mission or destination, would leave 
the home for several days and nights, sometimes extending into weeks. 
Neither the sanctity of Thanksgiving Day nor Christmas-tide could re- 
strain him, and, when she pressed for information as to his destination, 
the reply was that it was “nobody’s business.” Finally, the inevitable hap- 
pened, and he concedes that he left her and his home in April, 1929, and 
never returned, and that concession furnishes the basis for this suit. 

In the interim their home was an unhappy one, consisting of differ- 
ences and intermittent accusations by the wife regarding the defendant’s 
unexplained absences and his inexplicable regard for various women. That 
her disposition was aroused to the point of jealousy must be conceded, 
but that conclusion carries with it the assumption of her intensive love for 
him. He charges, as the reason for his desertion, that he feared her and 
that his life was in danger because of her intense jealousy, seemingly for- 
getful of the fact that the admission of her intensive jealousy is an im- 
plied concession of her intensive love. On one occasion, the eve of 
Thanksgiving day, when she heard he was leaving home without explana- 
tion or excuse, so exasperated did she become that she seized a table knife 
and, rushing out to where he stood near his automobile, attempted to cut 
the tire of the machine, so that he might not be able to start upon his 
journey. He charged that she threatened his life with this domestic uten- 
sil, but she denies that, and so does her son, who was present and who 
prevented her from using the knife upon the tire. 

Upon another occasion he testified she threatened him with a re- 
volver, but she denies this and states that he possessed a revolver, and 
that, while intoxicated, it was actually discharged while both were engaged 
in a struggle for its possession. He lived upstairs for a while, away from 
the family, and cooked his own meals, and he stated that his reason was 
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that he feared she might poison him. He had no basis for the fear, he 
admits, except the woman’s intense jealousy. 

“Airy nothings” presented occasions for their disputes. Thus, they 
disagreed over their respective ages upon the eve of her birthday, and he 
again left home. They went out riding in his automobile and the con- 
versation was diverted to the relative beauty of a woman of his acquaint- 
ance whom she then, as he thought, unduly criticized, and, when they re- 
turned, the wanderlust again seized him, and, without explanation, he 
again left home. 

Absence, it is said, makes the heart grow fonder, and, while that 
seems to have been true, in her case, it seems to have been inapplicable to 
his. She informs us that she would gladly live with him while he scouts 
her invitation, in effect informing us that it is impossible, since he feared 
for his health and his life. To illustrate the danger, he informs us, that, 
upon one occasion, in the presence of a witness, she belabored him with a 
stick or a branch on the public street and persisted in calling him vile 
names, as she pursued him. This she denies, and she is supported in her 
denial by others. She was undoubtedly in the intensity of her love a 
jealous woman, and one cannot refrain from marvelling, if she vizualized 
him and his marital conduct correctly, how she well could refrain from 
occasionally reminding him by emphatic protest of the intensity of her 
affection. She doubtless felt it to be her duty to guard and protect him 
in the manner of a loving parent dealing with an erring prodigal. The 
application of argumentum ad baccalarum in such emergencies, in modern 
times at least, is not the exclusive prerogative of a husband; while we 
cannot fail to recall in that connection the philosophy of the Bard-of- 
Avon that “Hell hath no fury like a woman scorned.” While to her 
such fear doubtless was a hopeful portent of returning normality upon 
his part, she doubtless conceived it as due to the corrective influence of a 
watchful, even if an over-emphatic, wife, applied for the purpose of 
saving a docile spouse from the pernicious pitfalls of designing women. 
The fear thus inculcated, in reality was not fear for his life or his safety, 
which is comprehended in our statutory definition of cruel and inhuman 
treatment, as interpreted by the Courts, but that healthy fear that the 
erring progeny feels for an ever-watchful and loving parent. In this 
exciting environment he suffered from nerves and stomach, and at least 
upon one occasion became an inmate for treatment in a local hospital, 
while at other times he resorted to his brother’s home in the town for the 
rest he coveted and failed to find at the fireside of his family. His physi- 
cal condition, doubtless, is due materially to the warring family life he led 
as a result of his own misconception of a husband’s conduct and preroga- 
tives. No physician has been produced to describe the extent of the mal- 
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ady from which he suffers, and, while he exhibits evidences of a nervous 
man, we are free to assume that the true remedy for a restoration of his 
normal nerve and stomach condition rests not with doctors and hos- 
pitals, but with himself in a realization of the fact that his home, prop- 
erly environed with a wife’s and a family’s affection, should be his real 
refuge and the true solace and source of a normal life. 

There is an old German proverb replete with philosophy : 


“Suche das gluck nicht veit 
Es liegt in das hauslichkeit” 


(Do not seek happiness far away; 
It lies at your own fireside). 


“As a man thinketh so he is,” is the philosophy of the ages, and “Sana 
mens in sana corporis’ still presents the fundamental conception of human 
healing since the days of Aésculapius. 

He was engaged in the business of erecting “model homes” and sell- 
ing them to families, but he apparently never learned to build a real mod- 
el home for himself. His wife and children present every indication of 
clean, honest, substantial American people, who would gladly welcome him 
to the home, and, with his own assistance, aid in restoring him to the nor- 
mad condition of health which he enjoyed in his earlier manhood when 
he knew but one woman, and, like Arthur in the “Idylls of the King,” 
knowing but one woman in all this world, “clung to her alone.” 

The defendant, as may be imagined, was neither an ascetic, nor stoic, 
nor a gay Lothario; nor was he an unattractive man, nor one devoid of a 
sense of family responsibility. He gave the impression, however, of a 
good man laboring under a misconception as to the best method of at- 
taining happiness in a tempestuous life filled upon all sides of the pil- 
grim’s progress with trying allurements and insidious temptations, which 
even the primeval and impeccable simplicity of Father Adam was not able 
to resist. 

If there were cruelty in this case to any extent, it was certainly exer- 
cised by the wife in a very minor degree, and not with any desire to in- 
jure or disable the defendant, her husband. Whatever she did in that 
direction, which her husband now ascribes as cruelty, was a method 
adopted by her of exercising her conception of the duty of a wife, to en- 
deavor to correct the shortcomings of her husband, by reminding him in a 
more or less emphatic manner, of the duties he owed to his family and to 
his home. Such, in my judgment, if it occurred, was the stick or branch 
episode which he charges her with using upon him upon the highway, as 
already referred to. If the scene actually occurred in the way in which he 
describes it, and which she denies in toto, it was not the result of any effort 
upon her part to impose bodily injury upon him, but rather an exhibition 
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of her determination, if possible, to remind him of the duties owing to his 
family, and must be considered in the aspect of an ebullition of her af- 
fection for him and his family, rather than an exhibition of any disposition 
on her part to injure him. 

In the case of Cavilier v. Cavilier, 94 N. J. Eq. 160, Mr. Justice 
Trenchard, speaking for the Court of Errors and Appeals, in a case in 
many respects not unlike the case at bar, observed that a single act of per- 
sonal violence upon the part of a wife against her husband is not extreme 
cruelty justifying abandonment of, and refusal to support, the wife, 
where the injury was slight, and the act was committed under circum- 
stances which do not furnish any reasonable apprehension that the con- 
tinuance of co-habitation would be attended with further personal injur- 
ies. Thus he observes, at page 163: 

“We deem the true rule to be that the conditions (other than adul- 
tery) which will justify the husband in separating himself from his wife, 
and refusing her support and maintenance, are those which our Divorce 
Act has provided as a sufficient cause for the Court to grant to the hus- 
band a divorce from bed and board, namely, extreme cruelty upon the 
part of the wife. This is necessarily so, for a husband cannot be justi- 
fied in abandoning his wife and neglecting to support her for causes which 
will not justify the Court in granting a divorce. It follows, therefore, 
that, when the husband, as in this case, separates himself from his wife, 
and she claims suitable support and maintenance under the statute, he 
must justify that separation by proof of extreme cruelty upon the part 
of the wife to the same extent as he could be compelled to prove if he were 
suing for a divorce from bed and board.” 

To the same effect are the cases of Smith v. Smith, 40 N. J. Eq. 466; 
Taylor v. Taylor, 73 N. J. Eq. 745. 

In the case of McLean v. McLean, 7 Adv. Rep. 362, it was held that 
a single act of cruelty does not sufficiently justify desertion where such 
an act was provoked by the behavior of the other party. 

It was held in the case of Rector v. Rector, 78 N. J. Eq. 386, that 
the abandonment which must be proved in a case of this character, need 
not consist of the actual leaving of the matrimonial abode, and, where it 
can be shown that the defendant had withdrawn from all of the usual 
matrimonial duties, such conduct will constitute abandonment to the 
same extent as if he had actually left the home of the family. On that 
subject, Vice Chancellor Garrison said, at page 407: 


“In my view the true rule, as abstracted from the cases and the text- 
books, and from reason and authority, is that wherever one spouse, without 
justifiable reason, refuses for the statutory period to have sexual inter- 
course with the other, and withdraws from all other martial duties than 
merely living under the same roof in the same relationship that could ex- 
ist between a man and his housekeeper or a woman and her boarder—a 
condition in which the fact that she is the wife or that he is the husband 
is of no consequence whatever in their relation and method of living to- 
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gether—the desertion exists, and the one who has caused this situation 
against the will of the other is the offender.” 


The entire testimony impresses me with the conclusion that the de- 
fendant voluntarily and without cause abandoned the complainant, and 
that there is no substantial foundation in the record to support the alle- 
gations of the cross-bill which is hereby dismissed. The earnings of the 
defendant and the probability of his future income leads me to the con- 
clusion that the defendant should pay to the complainant at the rate of 
$20 per week, and also a counsel fee to the complainant’s solicitor of $200. 
Such will be the decree. 








IN RE CUMBERLAND COUNTY GAS CO. 





(Board of Public Utility Commissioners, June 18, 1930) 
Gas Company—Issue of Bonds and Stock—History of Company 


In the matter of the application of the Cumberland Gas Company for 
approval of a mortgage to secure an open issue of bonds and for authority 
to issue bonds thereunder, and also for authority to issue and sell com- 
mon and preferred stock. 

Mr. Lewis Starr for Petitioner. 


THE BOARD: The original application requested approval of the 
Board of (a) an open end mortgage; (b) the issue of preferred stock in 
the amount of $400,000; (c) the issue of additional common stock in the 
amount of $200,000, and (d) the issue of bonds in an amount to be de- 
termined by the Board. 

There is at present outstanding common stock in the amount of $200,- 
000 and bonds in the amount of $236,500. 

The Cumberland County Gas Company was formed in 1917 through 
consolidation of the Millville Gas Light Company with some nine sub- 
sidiary companies, one having been organized for each township in which 
the Company was serving or into which it proposed making extensions. 
The consolidation was approved by the Board in its decision dated July 
16, 1917. For a more complete history of the development of the Com- 
pany, reference is made to the report of the Board on the application of the 
Millville Gas Light Company, et al., for approval of the consolidation re- 
ferred to, found in Volume V, at page 296. A further reference should 
be made to the decision of the Board in the application of the Consumers 
Gas Company of Millville for approval of Ordinance No. 115 of the City 
of Millville, the decision in that case having been dated April 18, 1913, 
and is found in Volume I, at page 650. The application of the Consumers 
Gas Company referred to was for the approval of an ordinance of the 
City of Millville which, if the Consumers Gas Company had carried out 
its plans, would have resulted in a complete paralleling of mains in the 
City of Millville by the newly-organized Consumers Gas Company. In its 
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order of April 18, 1913, the Board withheld approval and dismissed the 
application. 

In the decision of this Board of July 16, 1917, approving the consoli- 
dation forming the Cumberland County Gas Company, reference was made 
to the fact that the Millville Gas Light Company had issued a large block 
of securities just a few days prior to the establishment of the Board of 
Public Utility Commissioners. The impropriety of such an action is in- 
dicated by the fact that those issues were sufficient to finance all of the 
Company’s extensions for upwards of seven years. Furthermore, in ap- 
proving the consolidation, the Board withheld approval of the purpose for 
which the securities would have been issued in connection with the con- 
solidation to permanently finance the laying of mains in Vineland, which 
had already been done in the period between 1910 and 1913, and which, 
in 1917, amounted to upwards of $47,000. All of the expenditures in 
Vineland paralleled existing mains of a Company which had been organ- 
ized in 1876 and concerning which Company there were no complaints of 
record regarding either rates or the character of service. 

Since the above decision in 1917 the Board has refused to approve an 
issue of securities which in part would have capitalized parallel mains re- 
ferred to. Notwithstanding these warnings, the Cumberland County Gas 
Company has continued within the borough of Vineland and in Landis 
township, contiguous thereto, to lay mains from time to time, most of 
which directly parallel mains of what is now the Peoples Gas Company, 
although in some cases the mains laid are extensions in area which should 
have been properly served by the Vineland Company (Peoples Gas Com- 
pany). The expenditures up to the present time for such mains amount 
to approximately $100,000. In considering the amount of securities which 
may now be issued for proper purposes of the Cumberland County Gas 
Company, the approval of any securities for the capitalization of the prop- 
erty, the installation of which this Board has already withheld approval, 
will be deducted. 

The purpose for which the Company now asks approval of bonds, 
common and preferred stocks, is the capitalization of expenditures made 
for capital purposes in past years and also to finance the installation of 
what amounts to practically a new gas-producing plant. The present plant 
of the Company is quite old and in such condition as to result in very 
high production costs, and its condition is such that it is practically be- 
yond repair or rehabilitation with the exception of two six-foot water 
gas sets. A holder is in place, built some few years ago, which, however, 
has been under rental to the Gas Company and now is to be taken over 
by the Gas Company. 

Because of the construction of a practically new plant, of a new type, 
detailed testimony has been taken to determine the justification for the 
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construction of the plant. Suggestion has also been made that the Com- 
pany purchase its gas from outside sources. The Board, however, is not 
willing to exercise its judgment in a matter that is primarily one of man- 
agement, and, in view of the prospective high economy of the new plant, 
if built as designed by the manufacturers, the United Gas Improvement 
Company of Philadelphia, the Board further will not attempt to substitute 
its judgment for that of the management insofar as the construction of 
the new plant is concerned. It appears, however, that the new plant will 
have a greater capacity than will probably be needed by the Gas Com- 
pany for some time and recommendation is therefore made by the Board 
that the Company study carefully the desirability of delaying the con- 
struction of some of the items of the new plant. 

In proof of the allegations that money had been expended by the 
Company for construction purposes, testimony was submitted by the Com- 
pany showing a long list of notes outstanding, principally made out to Mr. 
Walter Wood. The fact that notes are outstanding evidencing debts is 
not of itself proof that the construction of the plant has been taken place 
properly with respect to items properly chargeable to capital account. 
Notes may be issued from time to time for payment of all manner of oper- 
ating expenses, taxes and insurance, and sometimes notes have actually 
been issued to obtain money with which to pay dividends. The schedule 
of notes which have been made by this Company will, therefore, be dis- 
regarded, and the basis for securities determined entirely by an analysis 
of the book cost to the Company of the construction and installations 
properly chargeable to capital account. 

In view of the fact that the Cumberland County Gas Company was 
formed by approval of this Board July 16, 1917, the capital account of this 
Company as it stands to-day commences with the opening of the books of 
the Cumberland Company, and at that time the Board authorized the is- 
suance of stock in the amount of $200,000 and bonds in the amount of 
$600,000, to be issued at 90. Although the stock was issued at that time 
in exchange for the stock of the consolidating Companies, no bonds were 
issued, the bonds now outstanding being part of an issue referred to above, 
which was issued July 1, 1910, just three days prior to the date on which 
this Commission came into existence; in other words, three days before it 
would have become necessary to obtain the approval of this Commission 
before such bonds could be issued. The total bonds issued under the old 
mortgage were $433,300. Of these, however, bonds in the amount of 
$146,800 have been re-acquired, leaving outstanding at the present time 
$286,500. 

With regard to the total property against which securities might be 
issued, the following appears : 
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Fixed Capital at June 30, 1929 $1,326,717.51 
Construction Work in Progress 3,549.65 





$1,330,267.16 
Accrued Amortization Reserve (22.2% of depreciable prop- 
294,011.19 





Depreciated Fixed Capital June 30, 1929. $1,036,255.97 
Add: 
Materials and Supplies $19,837.63 
Cash 
Additional Working Capital to make up one 
month’s operaitng expenses required where 
service is largely through prepayment meters 8,000.00 


40,145.90 





$1 ,076,401.87 
Deduct : 
Contributions for Extensions 
Consumers’ Deposits 
Distribution System in Vineland (see Board’s 
decision of July 16, 1917) 
101,790.17 





Net amount of existing property at June 30, 1929, against 
which securities might be issued 


The Company proposes to finance at this time the purchase of a 
holder of 1,500,000 cubic feet capacity with land on which it is situated, 
and connections thereto. This holder is on land adjoining that of the 
petitioner and is used as part of its gas generating plant under a lease dated 
January 1, 1928, from its owner, Walter Wood. The lease contains an 
option of purchase of the holder at any time by the lessee, at its original 
cost less accrued depreciation to the date of purchase. 


As of June 30, 1929, the purchase price was computed at $138,266.94 

The Company also proposed to finance the installa- 

tion of a new set of 15 coke ovens of 775,000 

cubic feet daily capacity, to replace its present 

horizontal retort plant ; and also the installation of 

a 7-foot water set of 1,230,000 cubic foot daily ca- 

pacity, to partly replace and partly supplement its 

present two 6-foot gas sets. Tentative estimates 

for installation of both coke oven and water gas 

generating plants have been received by the Com- 

pany amounting to $435,066.00 
Other items which will be required if the new 

generating plants are to be used to greatest advan- 

tage are as follows: 
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Tranmission lines and yard connections 
2 Compression Tanks in districts now sup- 
plied at inadequate pressures 25,000.00 
Contingencies 
Interest during Construction 


Total Overheads 


Total New Plant and Extensions in addition to purchase 
of Holder $575,000.00 


Grand Total, Purchases and Additions $713,266.94 


This amount added to the existing property as of June 30, 1929, 
gives a total of $1,687,878.64. After deducting $60,000 of property re- 
placed or retired by the new generating plants the net total becomes $1,- 
627,878.64. 

It will be noted that in these amounts nothing is included for main 
extensions, new services, and new meters required in the ordinary growth 
of the Company’s business. 

A supplemental petition filed by the Company asks approval of the 
issue of the necessary securities to provide for expenditures for additions 
to the distribution system as follows: 


Millville District 
Vineland-Landis District 19,246.15 
Southern District 


Millville District 
Vineland-Landis District 
Southern District 


This gross revenue is insufficient to justify fully the extensions pro- 
posed. Furthermore, the Board will not at this time approve any further 
extensions in the Vineland-Landis District except on a special application 
for each such extension, giving in detail the location of the extension, the 
customers desiring it, and the anticipated revenue. The estimated cost in 
the Southern District, together with the estimated revenue therefrom, will 
justify such expenditures, but the estimated revenue from the Millville 
District is so low in proportion that the management should give very 
careful consideration before making such extensions unless ample guaran- 
tees or extension deposits are made by those benefited thereby. The an- 
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ticipated revenues from the Millville and Southern Districts will not sup- 
port an investment in mains in excess of about $25,000, and, if these mains 
are laid, the additional amounts required for their installation would prob- 
ably be deposited by prospective customers, and at this time the Board will 
not give further consideration to the amounts called for in the supple- 
mental petition. 

While the property values may be ample to support additional securi- 
ties, the factor which will determine the proportion of common stock, 
preferred stock and bonds which may be issued is the earnings. It is ap- 
parent that preferred stock under present conditions should not carry a 
dividend rate of 8 per cent.; 7 per cent. ought to be ample to result in 
marketing this stock at par. It the stock is to be issued the Company’s 
certificate of incorporation may have to be amended to provide for a 
dividend rate not exceeding 7 per cent. 

The Board therefore finds and determines from the evidence before 
it that its certificate of approval for the issuance of securities by the ap- 
plicant should be in the amounts and classes of securities set forth as 
follows: 

1. The mortgage, dated February 1, 1930, is approved. 2. Addi- 
tional common stock in the amount of $200,000. 3. Preferred stock carry- 
ing a dividend rate not exceeding 7 per cent. in the amount of $400,000. 
4. Bonds in the amount of $800,000 which are to be issued at not less than 


go. 


The mortgage and issuance of bonds thereunder, approved by this 
Board in its decision of July 16, 1917, is to be cancelled and the certifi- 
cate of approval revoked. 

As the work of new construction and of liquidating outstanding debts 
progresses, the Company is to file with the Board a quarterly statement 
showing the changes in its financial status, the first statement to be sub- 
mitted as of June 30, 1930. 





IN RE ATLANTIC BROADCASTING STATION 
(Board of Public Utility Commissioners, Sept. 17, 1930) 

Broadcasting Station—Powers of Board—Certificate of Necessity, Etc. 

In the matter of the application of the Atlantic Broadcasting Cor- 
poration for certificate of necessity and convenience to construct and 
operate a broadcasting station. 

Mr. Emerson L. Richards for Atlantic Broadcasting Corporation. 

Mr. Duane E. Minard for the State of New Jersey. 

Mr. Frederick Beggs for Wayne Township and Passaic County. 


THE BOARD: This matter is before the Board upon application 
of the Atlantic Broadcasting Corporation to construct and operate a 
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broadcasting station at a point between the Passaic and Pequannock rivers 
and the Greenwood Lake Branch of the Erie Railroad in the westerly 
part of the Township of Wayne and the County of Passaic, New Jersey. 

The application is made in pursuance of a recent statute of the State 
of New Jersey enacted March 18th, 1930, known as Chapter 15, P. L. 1930. 
In accordance with the provisione of the Act, notice was given to the own- 
ers of all existing radio broadcasting stations or transmitters within the 
State and the Clerk of the Township of Wayne. Inasmuch as the ap- 
plication is the first one made pursuant to the Act, the Board’s Secretary 
caused further notice to be published in the Paterson “Evening News,” 
a newspaper published and circulated in Passaic county and the Newark 
“Evening News,” published in Essex county, and likewise gave notice to 
the Federal Radio Commission. 

It appears that the petitioner desires to construct and operate a radio 
broadcasting station in the place herein set forth by means of a transmitter 
known as a Western Electric Company 107A, with a rated power of fifty 
thousand watts, to be operated on a frequency of 860 kilocycles, equival- 
ent to a wave length of 348.6 meters, said broadcasting station to operate 
on full time; to be operated for broadcasting purposes on a power of 25 
KW, and for experimental purposes with additional power of 25 KW. 

It appears that the petitioner at present operates radio broadcasting 
stations and transmitters by authority of the Federal Radio Commission, 
namely, WABC, operating on a frequency of 860 kilocycles. Also a short- 
wave transmitter with the call letters W2XE, operated on a frequency of 
6120 kilocycles. The petitioner’s present broadcasting transmitter, hav- 
ing a power of five thousand watts, is located at Cross Bay Boulevard, 
Broad Channel, Long Island, N. Y. At present the petitioner is engaged 
in broadcasting public information, entertainment, musical programs and 
educational features, its present station, WABC, being the eastern key 
station of a national network consisting of 71 stations, known as the 
Columbia Broadcasting System, which covers the principal cities in the 
United States and Canada. 

The statute of this State provides that no radio broadcasting station 
or transmitter shall be constructed or operated in this State until a cer- 
tificate of public convenience and necessity shall have been granted by the 
Board of Public Utility Commissioners. The test prescribed by the statute 
for the determination of necessity and convenience is that the Board shall 
be satisfied from the testimony produced before it that the proposed con- 
struction and operation of such a station or transmitter will not cause un- 
due or unreasonable blanketing or interference with radio transmission 
and reception. The statute further authorizes the Board to impose and 
incorporate in any certificate such reasonable restrictions and conditions 
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as may be necessary or proper to avoid undue blanketing or interference 
with radio transmission and reception. The statute further requires that 
the certificate of approval shall specify the time for the beginning and 
the completion of the work of construction of such station or transmitter 
and provides that if such transmitter is not completed and ready for oper- 
ation within the time prescribed such certificate shall automatically be 
forfeited, unless the time for completion shall be extended by the Board. 
Numerous protests by residents of Passaic county and other nearby 
counties in the northern part of New Jersey have been received by mail 
protesting against the petitioner’s application. In addition numerous let- 
ters have been received in favor of the application. The statute provides 
that the proceedings shall conform to an Act entitled, “An Act Concern- 
ing Public Utilities; to Create a Board of Public Utility Commissioners 
and to Prescribe its Duties and Powers,” approved April 21, 1911, and 


the supplements and amendments thereof. Under that Act the Board can 
be guided in its determinations and findings of facts only by the evidence 
produced at a hearing pursuant to notice, and cannot regard petitions or 
letters of protest against or letters in favor of! any application pending 
before it for determination. 

The record of the case is voluminous, full opportunity being given 
to the parties to produce all testimony and exhibits desired. The record 


consists of about 760 pages of testimony and 20 exhibits and required six 
days for hearings. 

From the testimony it appears that the facts set forth in the petition 
as heretofore stated were proved on the part of the petitioner. It appears 
that the Federal Radio Commission prior to this proceeding granted to the 
petitioner a permit to construct a broadcasting transmitter having a maxi- 
mum power of fifty kilowatts and to locate said transmitter in the northern 
section of the State of New Jersey near New York City. The site selected 
by the petitioner as above indicated is in Wayne township. Said permit 
provides that the power of said station for broadcasting purposes shall be 
25 kilowatts, with an additional 25 kilowatts for experimental purposes. 
The testimony shows that within a radius of approximately one mile of 
the proposed site the territory is sparsely settled and, as the radius of the 
proposed site increases, the territory gradually increases in density of 
population, the density of population lying towards the east rather than 
to the west. 

Expert witnesses on behalf of the petitioner gave testimony to the 
effect that a station of the power proposed would not cause undue blanket- 
ing or interference with other radio broadcasting or reception. It appears 
that the petitioner made tests in Long Island in the close vicinity of the 
broadcasting station known as WEAF, which is similar in type and 
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power to the proposed station. Such tests indicated that in close prox- 
imity to the station other small powered stations could be received without 
undue interference by the use of modern-type receiving sets. 

Testimony concerning broadcasting stations WLN in Cincinnati and 
KMOX in St. Louis, both being stations with fifty thousand watts power, 
indicated that these stations in the vicinity in which they were located did 
not unduly interfere with other radio transmission or reception. It also 
appeared from the testimony of the petitioner’s experts that stations with 
smaller power situated in the northern part of New Jersey or in New York 
would not be unduly blanketed or interfered with by the use of the high 
powered station proposed to be erected. 

Numerous definitions of the words “blanketing” and “interference” 
were offered by the various experts. It might be well here for the Board 
to state its understanding of these terms. “Blanketing” is the reception of 
one station to the exclusion entirely of another station. “Interference” is 
the reception of a stronger or more high powered station with the ability 
to hear another station at the same time. 

On the part of the objectors the Attorney-General appeared on behalf 
of the State, and, as stated by the Assistant Attorney-General, “at the ex- 
press direction of the Governor.” The petitioner challenged the right of 
the Attorney-General to appear or to have any standing in the proceed- 
ings. This question was reserved to the final determination of the case. 
The Board believes that, whatever power any other agency of the State 
may have had prior to the enactment of Chapter 15, P. L. 1930, such 
power, if any, was delegated to this Board, but the Board does not pass 
on this question in this proceeding and will give full consideration to all 
testimony offered by the Attorney-General as fully and to the same extent 
as though the Attorney-General were a proper party in the proceedings. 

The Attorney-General argues his case upon the assumption that the 
petitioner proposes to broadcast on a power of 50,000 watts. The con- 
struction permit of the Federal Radio Commission, however, specifies that 
for broadcasting purposes the station shall have a power of 25KW, with 
an additional power of 25 KW for experimental purposes. 

This circumstance must be borne in mind with relation to the testi- 
mony concerning other stations broadcasting with 50 KW power indi- 
cated by the expert witnesses produced on both sides. 

On behalf of the Attorney-General numerous witnesses were offered, 
expert and otherwise, to show that with smaller-powered stations at pres- 
ent there exists blanketing and interference with other stations of still 
smaller power. The testimony shows that WOR at Kearny, operating 
on five thousand watts, interferes with WJZ at Bound Brook for recep- 
tion on the west side of Jersey City and in parts of Newark; that station 
WODA situated in Paterson, N. J., within a radius of 7 miles of the pro- 
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posed station site, will be either blanketed or interfered with by the pro- 
posed operation. Expert witnesses on behalf of the Attorney-General 
testified to tests and experiments with other stations where more high- 
powered stations tended either to interfere or blanket smaller-powered 
stations within the vicinity ; in some instances within a radius of 20 miles. 
Testimony was further offered showing that the fifty thousand watt sta- 
tion at Whippany, N. J., the experimental station of the Bell Laboratories, 
when in use for experimental purposes, caused blanketing and interference 
with radio reception; and about four or five years ago WJZ, situated at 
Bound Brook, caused widespread interference throughout northern New 
Jersey within a radius of from 10 to 20 miles of that station. 

It is apparent, however, that the circumstances relating to WJZ can- 
not be given much weight, as the development in the construction of re- 
ceiving sets has so improved in the past two or three years that inter- 
ference then caused by the thirty thousand watt station of WJZ is now 
substantially eliminated; that these interferences only exist in receiving 
sets of older models. Testimony shows that receiving sets in use, of the 
age of four years or more, are of a relatively small percentage, modern 
salesmanship and the development of sets having brought to the public 
in general the latest and newest models manufactured within the past two 
years. 

The testimony of all experts is largely prophetic of what the proposed 
transmitter will do; on the one side contending that it will not cause un- 
reasonable blanketing and interference, and on the other contending that 
it probably will; this expert testimony being based, on the petitioner’s 
part, on tests and actual operation of similar stations, and on the part of 
the Attorney-General on tests and experiences of smaller stations or other 
relatively high-powered stations in various vicinities throughout the coun- 
try. It is a difficult matter under such circumstances for the Board to 
determine the fact of undue blanketing or interference. The crux of: the 
problem seems to have been indicated by two of the expert witnesses 
offered by the Attorney-General, who suggest that an experiment be made 
by the use of the station of the Bell Laboratories situated at Whippany, 
which has similar power to the proposed station, but which may have other 
characteristics not identical with the proposed station. Of course the 
Board is without power to require the Bell Laboratories to make use of 
its plant and equipment for this purpose. The Board can only determine 
the questions before it with relation to the proposed station. 

The Legislature, however, evidently contemplated in the enactment of 
the statute a situation where it would be suitable and proper for the Board, 
in order to prevent undue blanketing and interference, to reserve to itself, 
in the granting of any certificate to a broadcasting station, jurisdiction 
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whereby the anticipated undue blanketing and interference could be cor- 
rected if it occurred. The statute provides as follows: 


“The Board may impose and incorporate in such certificate such 
reasonable restrictions and conditions as it may deem necessary or proper 
to avoid such undue or unreasonable blanketing or interference.” 

Mr. Rodman, an expert called by the Attorney-General, testified to 
his opinion concerning the effect of the proposed station, and offered sev- 
eral exhibits indicating the probable effect of the proposed station, but, 
after testifying at great length, he finally stated that the most authentic 
or satisfactory method to determine whether the proposed station would 
cause undue blanketing and interference would be to put it in actual opera- 
tion. We quote from his testimony: 


“©. You have been testifying as an expert and after all you say the 
most authentic method, satisfactory method, is to put it in actual opera- 
tion? 

“Witness: That is correct.” 

This witness further seems to qualify his entire testimony with the 
following statement : 


“Q. Your testimony or that of any other expert must largely be 
prophetic as to what may happen in the future? 

“Witness: That is it exactly.” 

In view of this testimony it is pertinent to refer to the construction 
permit, Exhibit P-1, granted by the Federal Radio Commission. The 
conditions attached to that permit provide that it is granted for con- 
struction purposes only and not for regular transmission, but a subsequent 
application for that purpose must be made to the Federal Radio Com- 
mission. The conditions further provide that the petitioner is permitted 
to test the equipment between the hours of 1.00 A. M. and 6.00 A. M., 
upon notice to the Supervisor of Radio in district; that after the com- 
pletion of the “equipment tests” the petitioner is further authorized to 
broadcast “program tests” in accordance with the power, frequency and 
hours set forth in the permit, and this likewise must be upon notice to the 
Supervisor of Radio in the district, the Federal Radio Commission reserv- 
ing in its restrictions or conditions the right to cancel or change the period 
or date for the proposed tests as may appear to be in the public interest, 
convenience or necessity. 

Under such conditions it would be proper for the Board in similar 
manner to impose conditions and restrictions to protect the public and other 
New Jersey broadcasting stations in their present field. These stations 
have been serving the public for some time past and they should be pro- 
tected against undue interference in the field which they now occupy. 





290 THE NEW JERSEY LAW JOURNAL 


While the proofs indicate that the proposed station will not cause 
undue blanketing or interference with radio transmission and reception, 
the Board is of the opinion that the most satisfactory basis to determine 
the effect to this station is to permit it to go into operation, subject to 
restrictions hereinafter stated. 

Further, as to the question of public necessity and convenience, it ap- 
pears by the admission of witnesses on both sides that the proposed station, 
operating the Columbia System programs, offers to the public a radio 
broadcast program equal at least to the best now obtainable. The Board 
determines, therefore, that it is in the public interest that the finest enter- 
tainment, musical and education features, and matters of public informa- 
tionfi should be available to the public and that public convenience and 
necessity to that extent has been established. 

The Board, therefore, finds and determines that public necessity and 
convenience permit of the construction and operation of the proposed radio 
broadcasting station and transmitter in manner and form proposed by the 
petitioner, subject, however, to the following conditions and restrictions: 

1. That its operation shall be deemed experimental for the purposes 
of determining while in operation whether undue blanketing or inter- 
ference with radio transmission and reception is caused. 

2. That the Board hereby reserves jurisdiction in this proceeding 
for the purposes of ordering such changes or modifications in the future 
as may be necessary and proper to prevent undue blanketing and inter- 
ference with radio transmission and reception, to the end that such pro- 
posed broadcasting station shall operate in a suitable and proper manner 
within the meaning of the terms of the Act of the Legislature, Chapter 15, 
P. L. 1930. 

3. Said broadcasting station shall be constructed, beginning Novem- 
ber I, next, and completed not later than July 1, 1931, unless the time for 
completion be further extended by application to this Board. 

4. That the petitioner shall comply with the laws of this State in 
obtaining permission to transact corporate business in this State. 

5. That a certificate of approval will issue, subject to the restric- 
tions and conditions hereinabove set forth. 
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ABSTRACTS OF RECENT PUBLIC UTILITY DECISIONS 


In re Public Service Coordinated Transport.—Application for ap- 
proval of municipal consent for the extension of the route of twenty-five 
buses on the Park Street Service of the Ampere Route, operating between 
and including Newark and East Orange, N. J. The route is approximately 
6.2 miles in length. The Board approved the same with the usual condi- 


tions. Decision June 25, 1930. Mr. Charles S. Straw for Petitioner. 
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SOME STATE NOTES 


Mr. James Hammond, former 
well-known lawyer in Trenton, and 
then a political and educational 
leader, has been arrested at Albany, 
N. Y., after being hunted for dur- 
ing seven years past, as a fugitive 
from justice. He waived extradi- 
tion and was taken to Trenton to 
await trial. 

Passaic county is planning a new 
Hall of Records, jail and additional 
Court facilities. Plans for the 
structure, drawn by Henry Barret 
Crosby, local architect, have met 
with the approval of the Judges 
who are concerned and the county 
officials generally. The plan calls 
for one structure, at a probable cost 
of $3,500,000. 

Mr. Ora:C. Simpson, who served 
three terms as County Clerk of 
Sussex county, died at his home in 
Newton on August goth, after a long 
illness. For 12 years he had been 
a Justice of the Peace of that 
county. 





NEW BOOKS AND PAMPHLETS 


Is AMENDMENT EIGHTEEN TREA- 
son? By Joshua Crozier. Den- 
ver: The World Press, 1930. 
Pp. 148. Price $2.50. 


THE ProsBLt—EM oF Liguor Con- 
TROL. By Fred Elder. Kansas 
City, Mo.: The Hyde Park 
Press, 1930. Pp. 72. Price 35 
cents. 

As is to be expected there are 
many books and pamphlets on the 
liquor question now being issued, 
but chiefly by those opposed to he 
18th Amendment. All the argu- 
ments against it appear in varying 
forms in the above works. 


PROBLEMS OF LoNG TERM LEASES. 
By Marvin L. Niehuss and Er- 
nest M. Fisher. Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan, 1930. 
Pp. 73. 

This is one of the pamphlets in 
the series of “Michigan Business 
Studies.” It analyzes some of the 
major problems on a subject which 
attorneys of large corporations and 
brokerage offices are considering. 


A SurvEY OF THE LEGAL STATUS 
oF WOMEN IN THE 48 STATES. 
Washington, D. C.: National 
League of Women Voters, 1930. 
Pp. 228. Price 60 cents. 


The statutes of each State con- 
cerning women are given by a 
method of questions and answers. 
A most valuable work for refer- 
ence. The League is at 532 Seven- 
teenth St., N. W. 
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OBITUARIES 


Hon. JoHN RELLSTAB 


Federal Judge John Rellstab, of 
Trenton, dean of the United States 
District Court Judges of New Jer- 
sey, died at Lake Placid, N. Y., on 
September 22 last, after a series of 
operations. 


Stricken two weeks previously 
while on a vacation at Lake Placid, 
he was taken to Lake Placid Hos- 
pital for an appendicitis operation. 
When physicians operated they 
found other operations were neces- 
sary for stomach ulcers. However, 
he improved steadily until he suf- 
fered a relapse. 


Judge Rellstab was born in Tren- 
ton September 19, 1858, being the 
son of John and Therese (Schaid- 
nagel) Rellstab. His father was a 
native of Switzerland and his moth- 
er a Bavarian. He was educated in 
the parish school of Trinity Evan- 
gelical Lutheran Church and Tren- 
ton public schools. Before he was 
fourteen John Rellstab was learning 
the pottery trade. He soon became 
a journeyman potter, but the future 
jurist left the trade to take a clerical 
position so he could study law, 
chiefly at night, which he did, his 
legal preceptor being the late Levi 
T. Hannum. While studying, how- 
ever, he held a clerical position with 
the New Jersey Pottery Company, 
and was salesman for them in New 
York City and on Western and 
Southern routes. Later he was en- 
gaged in the same capacity with the 
East Trenton Pottery. He was ad- 
mitted to the New Jersey Bar at the 
November Term, 1882, when aged 
24, but not as counselor until seven 
years later (Nov. Term, 1889). For 
a time he was a partner of the late 
Judge James Buchanan, the firm be- 
ing Buchanan & Rellstab. 

From 1884 to 1888 Judge Rell- 
stab was counsel for the borough of 


Chambersburg and from 1889 to 
1892 and from 1894 to 1896 counsel 
for the city of Trenton. He went to 
the Bench in 1896 as Trenton Dis- 
trict Court Judge and served until 
1900, when he was appointed Mer- 
cer County Common Pleas Judge. 
He was reappointed to the Mercer 
County Bench in 1905 and in May, 
1909, was appointed by President 
Taft to the Federal District Court. 

In swearing the January term 
Federal grand jury in 1918 Judge 
Rellstab told the inquest that foes 
within the country were imperiling 
its citizens and hindering efforts of 
the United States to concentrate its 
war strength. He called attention 
of the jury to the numerous war- 
time statutes that could be employ- 
ed “for checkmating enemies with- 
in the country.” In October, 1918, 
he sentenced an Irvington man to 
twenty-five years in a_ Federal 
prison for attempting to blow up 
the plant of Gould & Eberhardt in 
Irvington. 

Realizing the seriousness of law 
enforcement conditions after the 
war, Judge Rellstab charged the 
September term grand jury in 1919 
not to permit “any demobilization 
or demoralization of law enforce- 
ment forces.” ‘Manifestations of 
this slack enforcement tendency,” 
he declared, “must be checked im- 
mediately.” 

The decision of Judge Rellstab 
in March, 1920, in the Feigenspan 
brewery case was a decisive blow to 
wet advocates who did not believe 
the Volstead Act would stand up in 
the Courts, and that, if there was an 
organized attempt made to bring the 
Volstead Act into contempt in the 
Federal Court he was “ready to ac- 
cept the challenge and fill the jails 
with dry law violators.” 

In 1924 Judge Rellstab ruled 
that the base rate of seven cents 
with a two-cent transfer charge for 
trolleys operated by Public Service 
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was confiscatory and in violation of 
the Fourteenth Amendment of the 
Federal Constitution. The decree 
did not settle a contested question 
on distribution of costs in deter- 
mining valuation. He allowed the 
Public Service to charge eight 
cents, with two-cent transfers, by 
restraining the Public Utilities 
Commission from interfering. 

The Judge was eligible for re- 
tirement about two years ago, but 
refused to quit, saying he wanted 
to continue his service. He relin- 
quished his regular Court assign- 
ment, however. He was an active 
churchman and prominent in Tren- 
ton civic affairs. He was an elder 
of Bethany Presbyterian Church 
and head of a Sunday School class. 
He was a member of the Board of 
Managers of the New Jersey Chil- 
dren’s Home Society and the Flor- 
ence Crittenton Christian Refuge 
Society, both of Trenton, and the 
Trenton Country Club. 

Judge Rellstab was married 
twice. His first wife, the former 
Miss Mary L. Francis, died in 
1899, and his second, the former 
Miss Mary J. Whitaker, died in 


1921. He leaves no near relatives. 


Mr. Stark B. FErrIss 


Mr. Stark B. Ferriss, lawyer, of 
42 Maple avenue, Madison, died on 
September 3rd last, in the New 
York Hospital at 16th street, New 
York City. He became ill the day 
before in his Madison office with a 
heart attack, and was taken to the 
hospital. He had just returned 
from a vacation and was in fine 
spirits and apparent good health. 

Mr. Ferriss was the son of Henry 
Ferriss and Matilda (Stark) Fer- 
riss, both of New Milford, Conn., 
and was born on his father’s farm 
at that place, August 28, 1870. His 
preliminary schooling was complet- 
ed at the public High School known 
as Penn Yan Academy, at Penn 
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Yan, N. Y., where he met Olive B. 
Bridgman, his future wife. Com- 
ing to New York City at the age of 
19, he became associated with the 
Title Guarantee and Trust Com- 
pany, at the same time studying law 
at the New York Law School, where 
he graduated with honors. He then 
established a private law practice in 
New York City, where he has been 
associated at times with various 
partners and more recently with his 
sons, Henry and Francis, the latter 
of whom was with him in such 
practise at the time of the father’s 
sudden death. It was in 1900 when 
he moved to Madison, and has since 
resided there. In that same year he 
was admitted, at the June Term, to 
the New Jersey Bar as an attorney, 
and became a counselor at the June 
Term, 1905. 

Mr. Ferriss was a member of the 
American Bar Association and of 
various State and local Bar Associa- 
tions of New York and New Jersey. 
He was a member of the Masonic 
Lodge at Madison, of the Y. M. C. 
A. and of the Washington Associa- 
tion which maintains Washington’s 
Headquarters in Morristown. Al- 
ways a profound admirer of Abra- 
ham Lincoln, he was one of the 
founders of the Lincoln Society in 
Madison many years ago. He was 
deeply religious by nature, and a 
member of the first Methodist Epis- 
copal Church of Madison, where 
for many years he was on the Board 
of Trustees. 

Having given freely of his time 
to worthy charitable and public 
causes, he had not held any strictly 
public office, with the exception of 
a nine-year service on the Board of 
Education in Madison. During this 
period he worked zealously for the 
establishment of adequate public 
school facilities, and after many dis- 
couragements the new High School 
on Main street was authorized, 
erected and enlarged. 
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Mr. Ferriss is survived by his 
widow, Olive B. Ferriss; a sister, 
Miss Mary A. Ferriss, of New Mil- 
ford, Conn., and four sons and two 
daughters, viz: Henry S. Ferriss, 
an attorney-at-law, residing at 27 
Maple avenue, Madison; Francis S. 
Ferriss, an attorney-at-law asso- 
ciated with his father in a law prac- 
tice at 165 Broadway, New York 
City, residing in Yonkers, N. Y.; 
Dr. Ruth B. Ferriss, now connect- 
ed with the New York Infirmary 
for Women and Children; Fred- 
erick Ferriss, a civil engineer, now 
with the United States Steel Pro- 
ducts Co., 30 Church street, New 
York City; Miss Elsie S. Ferriss, 
a graduate of Dickinson College, 
and Stark B. Ferriss, Jr., who has 
begun his sophomore year at Har- 
vard College. 





ADMISSIONS TO N. J. BAR 


The following were passed as 
Attorneys after examination pre- 
ceding the May Term of the New 
Jersey Supreme Court: 


NEWARK 


Asarnow, Louis, 738 Broad St. 
Bauer, Moses A., 276 Schley St. 
Bauman, David, 24 Branford Place. 
Baumgarten, Saul, 26 13th Ave. 
Becker, Philip G., 786 Broad St. 
Bellfatto, Horace S., 60 Park Place. 
Bergman, Sam, 786 Broad St. 
Berman, Leo L., 725 Kinney Bldg. 
Bernstein, Law: rence, 409 Haw- 
thorne Ave. 
Block, Emil H., 
Ave. 
Bookstaber, Irving, 17 Academy St. 
Bodnar, Samuel H., 112 Hillside 
Ave. 
Bolger, John A., 9 Clinton St. 
Bressel, Saul, 136 Orchard St. 
Burke, Edward C., Military Park 
Bldg. 


177 Bloomfield 


‘ Diamond, Harry Bu 


Camarata, William J., 45 Branford 
Pl. 
Cherniavsky, Meyer, 24 Commerce 


Cholodenko, Nathan, 810 Broad St. 

Clawans, Helen, 1060 Broad St. 

Cohn, Harry, 17 Academy St. 

Colannino, Nicholas J., 17 Academy 
St. 

Corvasio, John, 738 Broad St. 

Crowley, Marshall, 790 Broad St. 

Danzig, Louis, Fireman’s Bldg. 

24 Branford 
Place. 

Dienst, Arthur E., 790 Broad St. 

Dispensiere, Nicholas, 320 Littleton 
Ave. 

Dusenberry, Grant V., 1060 Broad 
St. 

Ehrenkranz, Emanuel M., 
St. 

Ertag, Leo, 24 Commerce St. 

Feldman, Lucian T., 1o14 South 
Orange Ave. 

Feldman, Nathan W., 31 Clinton St. 

Geller, Nathan, 24 Commerce St. 

Gilligan, Joseph A., 24 Commerce 
St. 


12 Ayr 


Ginsburg, Max R., 60 Park Place. 

Glickenhaus, David, 24 Commerce 
St. 

Goldberg, Sidney G., 164 Market 
St. 


Goldfarb, Saul L., 17 Academy St. 
Goldman, Louis N., 31 Clinton St. 
Gray, Thomas, 830 ‘Essex Bldg. 

Greenberg, Aaron, Prudential Bldg. 


Grosman, Henry M., 1060 Broad 
St. 

Grunt, Michael E., 614 Chamber of 
Commerce Bldg. 

Halpern, Michael H., 776 Broad St. 

Heller, Herzel, 763 Broad St. 

Hammersley, Charles R. L., Pru- 
dential Bldg. 

Herzlinger, Frank H., 951 Broad 
St. 

Hillenbach, Herman E., 605 Broad 
St. 

Hurley, Elmer F., 164 Market St. 

Hyde, Harry B., 763 Broad St. 
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Jacklen, Abe, 441 Orange St. 

Jacobs, Harold J., 810 Broad St. 

Kasen, Daniel G., 60 Park Place. 

Kelly, John A., 60 Park Place. 

Kempler, Murray E., 790 Broad St. 

ees Benjamin, 24 Commerce 

Re 

Kesselman, Sol L., 60 Park Place. 

Kraemer, Jerome W., 24 Commerce 
St. 

Kurtz, Samuel D., 325 Waverly 
Ave. 

Leonard, Winifred E., 27 Wash- 
ington St. 

Leviss, Jules, 786 Broad St. 

Levy, Bernard, 200 Osborne Ter- 
race. 

Liberman, Philip S., 492 Avon Ave. 

Liebman, Meyer, 972 Broad St. 

Loughran, Elizabeth A., 605 Broad 
St. 

McGlynn, Franklin J., 17 Academy 
St. 

Maher, Paul J., 45 Branford PI. 

Magovern, John J., 701 Prudential 
Bldg. 

Marder, Irving, 17 Mechanic St. 

Metro, Frank, 60 Park Place. 

Ort, Louis, 43 Lincoln Park. 

Owen, Paul K., 776 Broad St. 

Panciera, Lina De C., 31 Clinton 
St. 

Pechenik, Harry A., 20 Branford 
Pl. 

Phillipson, William, 1060 Broad St. 

Pignone, J. Alexander, 31 Clinton 
St. 

Pogash, Manuel, 786 Broad St. 

Potter, Harry, 972 Broad St. 

Prag, Samuel D., 45 Branford PI. 

Pressler, Maurice H., 790 Broad 
St. 

Quinn, J. Arthur, 24 Commerce St. 

Randolph, Israel L., 24 Commerce 
St. 

Ravin, Morris M., 17 Mechanic St. 

Rosenbaum, Lawrence N., 207 
Market St. 

Rosenthal, Henry, 26 Treacy Ave. 

Rothman, Maxwell L., 21 Gold- 
smith Ave. 


Rous, Samuel M., 98 Quitman St. 

Ruttiger, Henry C., 605 Broad St. 

Salandra, Michael, 207 Market St. 

Sarnow, Herman A., 38114 Spring- 
field Ave. 

Seidman, Mary, 189 Springfield 
Ave. 

Schaffer, Louis, 60 Park PI. 

Scheir, Asher, 17 Academy St. 

Scher, Meyer, 9 Clinton St. 

Schneider, J. Thomas, Prudential 
Bldg. 

Schulman, Abraham, 20 Branford 
Pl. 

Shapiro, Herbert B., 786 Broad St. 

Shapiro, Murray Max, 14 Mechanic 
St 


Shapiro, Seymour D., 972 Broad 
S 


a 
Shatz, Samuel F., 1060 Broad St. 
Shoenholz, Milton G., 60 Park PI. 
Shurkin, Bernard, 711 Kinney Bldg. 
= Sanford, 17 Mechanic 
t. 
Simeone, Salvatore A., 31 Clinton 
St. 
Sirkin, Max, 70 13th Ave. 
Slavitt, Arthur, 972 Broad St. 
Stark, Edward E., 790 Broad St. 
Stone, Ronald, 776 Broad St. 
Suskind, Abraham, 972 Broad St. 
Turkenitch, Jack, 250 Keer Ave. 
Twist, Joseph J., 810 Broad St. 
Van Arsdale, Frank, Jr., 24 Bran- 
ford PI. 
Walevelsky, Miron M., 20 Bran- 
ford PI. 
Wallace, John B., 1060 Broad St. 
Weinberg, Meyer, 60 Park Place. 
Weisman, Harry, 776 Broad St. 
Winerman, Richard A., 786 Broad 
St. 
Wurgaft, Morris, 790 Broad St. 
Yadkowsky, Julius H., 60 Park PI. 


Jersey City 


Amdur, Nathan L., 834 West Side 
Ave. 
Applebaum, Joseph R., 654 Bergen 
ve. 
Behr, Myron, 75 Montgomery St. 
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Bobker, Leo, 34 Garrison Ave. 

Bort, Louis, 591 Summit Ave. 

Chodosh, Benjamin H., 586 New- 
ark Ave. 

Czachorowski, Matthew F., 15 Ex- 
change PI. 

Daniels, Dominick V., 23 Laidlaw 
Ave. 

De Sevo, 
Ave. 

Dieffenbach, Fred W., 587 Summit 
Ave. 

Figurelli, Daniel M., 1 Exchange 
Place. 

Finkelstein, David B., 591 Summit 
Ave. 

Galvin, Cyril J., 921 Bergen Ave. 

Grimminger, Alfred H., 921 Ber- 
gen Ave. 

Hague, James T., 15 Exchange PI. 

Hillel, Meyer, 921 Bergen Avenue. 

Jacobs, Sydney L., 75 Montgomery 
St. 

Kenneally, Francis X., 586 Newark 
Ave. 

Klausner, Herman W., 75 Mont- 
gomery St. 

Krieger, Harold, 591 Summit Ave. 

Miller, Samuel, 15 Exchange Place. 

Moritz, Joseph, 75 Montgomery 
St. 

Morrof, 
Ave. 

Nelinson, 
Ave. 

Pesin, David, 435 Palisade Ave. 

Rabinowitz, Theodore, 15 Ex- 
change Place. 

Rosenblum, Milton, 
Ave. 

— Irving, 75 Montgomery 

t. 

Szadkowski, Michael A., 15 Ex- 
change PI. 

Tarby, Joseph, 15 Exchange PI. 

Verga, Frank, 26 Journal Square. 

Wilder, Louis K., 921 Bergen Ave. 

Winograd, Jacob L., 75 Montgom- 
ery St. 

~_ Samuel W., 1 Exchange 

L. 


Edward, 108 Fairview 


Maximilian, 921 Bergen 


Zeman, 727 Newark 


591 Summit 
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Yancey, Roger M., 576 Newark 
Ave. 
AssuryY ParK 
Capibianco, Eugene, 602 
Ave. 
Fox, Walter, Trust Company Bldg. 
Proctor, Haydn, go02 Electric Bldg. 
Reid, John A., Elec. Bldg. 
Simmill, Elvin R., Land & Mort- 
gage Bldg. 


Sewell 


ATLANTIC City 

Backer, Samuel, 342 
Trust Bldg. 

Blitz, Clarence, 
Trust Bldg. 

Brier Daniel de., 513 Guarantee 
Trust Bldg. 

Campbell, Herbert F., 1421 Atlantic 
Ave. 

Finn, Herman J., 
Trust Bldg. 

LeWine, Irwin, 
Trust Bldg. 

Moore, Samuel, 
Trust Bldg. 

Paul, Harry, 510 Guarantee Trust 
Bldg. 

Rottenberg, Harold E., 507 Guaran- 
tee Trust Bldg. 

Ruberton, James A., 342 Guarantee 
Trust Bldg. 

Wertheimer, Harold  L., 
Schwehn Bldg. 


BAYONNE 
Barowitz, Hyman, 188 West 31st 
St. 
Cohen, Hyman, 473 Broadway. 
Divock, Louis, 70 West 31st St. 
Eisenstat, Mitchell, 164 West 49th 
St. 
Rieman, Sol, 589 Ave. C. : 
Rudner, Nathan, 42 West 29th St. 
Shemin, William, 545 Broadway. 
Ziobro, Frank J., Bergoff Bldg. 


CAMDEN 
Asbell, Benjamin, 541 Market St. 
Geiges, Carl J., 1101 Wilson Bldg. 
Gelfand, Samuel, 214 South 27th 
St. 
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505 Guarantee 
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Greenberg, Abraham, 413 Cooper 
St. 

Hermann, William, 608 Broadway. 

Madden, Thomas M., 521 Cooper 
St. 

Mariano, Gene R., 301 Market St. 

Patterson, Robert L., 106 Market 
St. 

Rosenfeld, Henry, Jr., 808 Broad- 
way. 

Rowand, Carlton W., First Cam- 
den Natl. Bk. Bldg. 

Smaldore, N. Thomas, 511 Market 
St. 

ELIZABETH 


Aaron, Samuel D., 804 First Ave. 

Dempsty, Wilfred L., 400 Elmora 
Ave. 

Moran, James L., 286 N. Broad St. 

Picker, Benjamin, 49 Broad St. 

Wacker, Archibald A., 10 High- 
land Ave. 


HACKENSACK 
Bratt, George, Jr., 238 Main St. 
Hein, Bernard, 140 Main St. 
Lasher, Milton T., Van Valen Bldg. 
Logan, I. Louis, 78 Main St. 
Mounier, Louis A., Jr., 210 Main 
St. 
Rotolo, Joseph M., 80 Main St. 
Sauerbrey, George S., 210 Main St. 
Vivers, Paul A., 210 Main St. 
Watts, Enid, 210 Main St. 
HoBOKEN 
Breen, John J., 84 River St. 
Fo wrence, 35 Newark St. 
Ghelli, August H., 79 River St. 
Korn, Chas., 95 River St. 
Romano, Frank, 79 River St. 
White, Bernard S., 68 Hudson St. 


MorrISTOWN 
Cohen, Morris, Babbitt Bldg. 
Guest, Russell, First Nat’l Bank 
Bldg. 
Valgenti, Frank J., Jr., 21 South St. 
New BruNSWICK 


Frischling, Hyman H., 5 Elm Row. 
Reubin, Meyer A., 110 Albany St. 


. 


Sklarew, Harold J., 46 Paterson 
St. 


New York City 
Bourne, Donald, 120 Broadway. 
Hart, Thomas R., Jr., 165 Broad- 
way. 


Welch, Murray D., 15 Broad St. 


ORANGE 
Beilig, William R., 282 Main St. 
Byrne, Martin P., g2 So. Main St. 
Seymour, Justin W., 284 Main St. 


PASSAIC 
Bayarsky, David, Service Trust 
Bldg. 
Bober, Irving, 2137 Howe Ave. 
Burg, Irving H., 47 Lexington Ave. 
Ehre, Abe, 12 Dakota St. 
Levenson, Solkind L., 354 Brook 
Ave. 
Tulenko, George, 172 Passaic St. 


PATERSON 


Frankel, Leopold, Fabian Bldg. 
Goldfarb, Jacob G., 405 1oth Ave. 
Lawrence, Harry, 45 Church St. 
Singer, A. Jay, 235 17th Ave. 
Spitz, Milton, 600 Park Ave. 


PertH AMBOY 


Cohen, Alexander, Hobart Bldg. 

Smith, William F., 265 Madison 
Ave. 

Wolpiansky, Harry, 687 State St. 


TRENTON 


Backes, William W., 802 Trenton 
Trust Bldg. 

Cella, Rebella A., Broad St. Bk. 
Bldg. 

Deitz, David, 702 Broad St. Bk. 
Bldg. 

Eisner, Rudolph, 700 S. Broad St. 

Kunca, Adolph F., 906 American 
Mehanics Bldg. 

Meyer, Anthony, Jr., 914 Trenton 
Trust Bldg. 

Schragger, Henry, 915 American 
Mech. Bldg. 

Watkins, Robert, Mech. Bk. Bldg. 
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Union CIty 


Arkush, Mitchell J., 708 Bergenline 
Ave. 

Bogosian, Eznick, 134 Summit Ave. 

Boxer, Max A., 417 38th St. 

Cohen, William, 648 Bergenline 
Ave. 

Flaum, Louis L., 147 Summit Ave. 

Good, Alexander, Dispatch Bldg. 

Gordon, Myles, 400 38th St. 

Sachs, Herbert L., 32nd St. and 
Bergenline Ave. 

Schneider, Kalman W., 147 Summit 
Ave. 

Shapiro, 
Bldg. 


Mortimer J., Dispatch 


West New York 


Cronson, Louis L., 437 Sixteenth 
St. 

Lanzoni, Lawrence, 561 21st St. 

Usdin, Archie, 437 16th St. 

Valicenti, Anthony J., 412 16th St. 


OTHER PLACES 


Adler, Arthur A., 512 Forest Ave., 
Lakewood. 

Adler, Samuel, Feinstein Bldg., 
Bridgeton. 

Begley, Thomas D., 333 High St., 
Burlington. 

Bivona, William L., 17 Ames Ave., 
Rutherford. 

Brown, Robert L., 46 Roosevelt 
Ave., Carteret. 

Brown, Sidney J., 562 Roosevelt 
Ave., Carteret. 

Cicchino, Anthony A., 26 Cleveland 
Ave., Harrison. 

Cornwell, Edward A., 34 Broad St., 
Red Bank. 

Clement, Henry W., 400 Park Ave., 
Plainfield. 

Daniels, Ruel E., 180 Greylock 
Parkway, Belleville. 

Dougherty, Frank J., 24 Farring- 
ton St., West Caldwell. 

Eigen, Sol, 52 Cambridge Ave., 
Garfield. 


Gannon, Harold W., Jr., Engle- 
wood. 

Haut, Elias D., 348 Westfield Ave., 
Rahway. 

Hilowitz, David, 260 Liberty St., 
Bloomfield. 

Joya, Nicholas, Bank & Trust Co., 
Bldg., Bloomfield. 

Juska, Edward F., 465 West End 
Ave., Long Branch. 

Klaessig, Frederick, 487 Woodridge 
Ave., Woodridge. 

McDermott, John M., 116 Brook 
St., Dumont. 

Mathias, Allen C., 13 Orient Way, 
Rutherford. 

Norton, Thomas F., 723 38th St., 
North Bergen. 

Palmer, Arthur A., Jr., Bernards- 
ville. 

Pfeiffer, Emanuel, 225 South aist 
St., Irvington. 


Pillsbury, John M., Atlantic High- 


~ lands. 
Pizzi, Edward A., 364 Mountain 
Ave., Summit. 
Preston, William G., Woodland 
Road, Madison. 
Raiken, David, 773 Grove St., Irv- 
- ington. 
Salisbury, Judson B., Main St., 
Closter. 
Schiffman, Louis A., 66 Union 
Blvd., Wallington. 
Schulter, Saul G., 1 Tappan St., 
Kearny. 
Schwartz, Irving V., 336 St. George 
Ave., Linden. 
Schwartz, Sydney, 218 Watchung 
Ave., Plainfield. 
Stadtmauer, Benjamin H., 7 Mon- 
‘roe St., Garfield. 


The following were admitted at 
the same Term as counselors-at- 
law: 


NEWARK 
Avidan, Alexander, 786 Broad St. 
Baer, Herbert R., Prudential Bldg. 
Barr, Julius, 45 Branford PI. 
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Bierman, Albert R., 790 Broad St. 
Brady, Robert W., 24 Commerce 
St. 
Brittingham, Harry L., 9g Clinton 
St. 
Chandler, Wallace R., Jr., 763 
Broad St. 
Emmerglick, Leonard J., 763 Broad 
St. 
Feinseth, Louis L., 164 Market St. 
Feldman, David E., 786 Broad St. 
Finkelstein, Louis A., 60 Park PI. 
Fisher, Harold H., 763 Broad St. 
Foster, John S., 605 Broad St. 
Goldberg, Walter, 17 Academy St. 
Grammer, John A., 763 Broad St. 
Harris, Samuel W., 24 Branford 
Pl. 
Hartman, Rudolph, 164 Market St. 
Katz, Max H., 60 Park PI. 
Krauss, Nathan, 763 Broad St. 
Krautter, Henry, 1027 Broad St. 
Krieger, Harry, 45 Branford PI. 
Laifer, Fred, 763 Broad St. 
Levin, Samuel, 60 Park PI. 
Lewis, Donald, 24 Commerce St. 
Licker, Harry H., 20 Clinton St. 
Meisner, Max W., Lefcourt Bldg. 
Melnik, Arthur A., 207 Market St. 
Needell, David, 1060 Broad St. 
O’Neill, Paul J., 24 Commerce St. 
Phillipson, Harry, 790 Broad St. 
Reid, Armour L., 20 Washington 
Pl. 
Rosenberg, Irving J., 60 Park PI. 
Rosenthal, Samuel, 45 Branford PI. 
Rothfuss, Chester W., 201 Essex 
Bldg. 
Schaffer, Harry, 763 Broad St. 
Silber, Osie M., 790 Broad St. 
Sobo, Aaron, 17 Mechanic St. 
Stalford, William, 130 Market St. 
Stern, S. Arthur, 17 Academy St. 
Van Poznak, Aaron, 810 Broad St. 
Vogel-Needell, Sarah G., 1060 
Broad St. 
Wasserman, Benjamin, 
Trust Bldg. 
Weinick, David, 17 Academy St. 


Federal 


Weitzman, Samuel, 31 Clinton St. 
Wolfe, Robert W., 24 Branford PI. 
Young, Henry, Jr., 24 Branford PI. 


Jersey City 


Artaserse, Peter P., 591 Summit 
Ave. 

Auerbach, Sigmund, 591 Summit 
Ave. 

Barison, Edward B., 591 Summit 
Ave. 

Beck, Morey M., 591 Summit Ave. 

Begen, J. Theo., 15 Exchange PI. 

Berkowitz, Wallace P., 591 Summit 
Ave. 

Boorstein, William, 921 
Ave. 

DeSevo, Alex. R., 921 Bergen Ave. 

Emory, James B., 1 Exchange PI. 

Goldstein, Reuben P., 921 Bergen 
Ave. 

Kagan, Louis R., 921 Bergen Ave. 

Kern, Adolph P., 52 Jackson Ave. 

Knoeppel, Daniel C., 75 Montgom- 
ery St. 

Levey, Jacob J., 921 Bergen Ave. 

Max, Jacob E., 921 Bergen Ave. 

Miller, Abraham, 1 Exchange PI. 

Solomon, Irving, 1 Exchange PI. 

Tandler, Jacob J., 905 Bergen Ave. 

Tartalsky, Harry, 1 Exchange PI. 


Bergen 


BAYONNE 


Dolce, John H., 473 Broadway. 
Susskind, Nathan, 480 Broadway. 
Tucker, Stanley M., 539 Broadway. 


CAMDEN 


Blank, Nathan, 521 Cooper St. 

Brown, Barney B., 541 Market St. 

Luethy, Bernhard G., Land Title 
Bldg. 

Travaline, Frank M., Jr., 534 
Cooper St. 


ELIZABETH 


Borden, Harold W., 286 N. Broad 
St. 

Koller, William F., 286 N. Broad 
St. 
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Sauer, George S., 109 Broad St. 

Sauer, Robert A., 109 Broad St. 

Simandl, Lester A., 215 Broad St. 

Smith, John J., 6 Westfield Ave. 

Waldman, Henry S., 286 N. Broad 
St. 

Weltchek, Harry, 80 Broad St. 

Weltchek, Lawrence L., 80 Broad 
St. 

Weltchek, Nathaniel, 1139 E. Jer- 
sey St. 

Wittes, Saul A., 715 Elizabeth Ave. 


PASSAIC 
Moreland, Floyd, 118 Market St. 
Pollan, Robert E., 715 Main Ave. 
Saltzman, J. Bernard, 689 Main 
Ave. 
PATERSON 


Delapenha, Ferdinand A., 152 Mar- 
ket St. 

Furrey, Wendell W., 89 Ward St. 

Green, H. Kermit, 64 Hamilton St. 

Kitay, Milton C., 160 Market St. 

Kitay, Minna, 160 Market St. 

Lichtman, Gabriel, 160 Market St. 

Lieberman, Milton N., 160 Market 
St. 

Steinberg, Samuel, 160 Market St. 


PertH AMBOY 


Bernstein, Jacob H., 169 Smith St. 

Cohen, Samuel S., 210 Smith St. 

Kass, Benjamin M., 280 Hobart St. 

Seaman, Francis M., 265 Madison 
Ave. 

TRENTON 

Dawes, Kenneth J., 525 Broad St. 
Bk. Bldg. 

Felcone, Michael, 717 Broad St. 
Bk. Bldg. 

McCarthy, John F., 302 Amer. 
Mech. Bidg. 

Lewis, Abraham S., Broad St. Natl. 
Bk. Bldg. 

Ryan, Thomas F., Jr., 708 Broad 
St. Bk. Bldg. 


Union City 
Ard, William T., 147 Summit Ave. 
Glauberman, Isadore, 743 New 
York Ave. 


THE NEW JERSEY LAW JOURNAL 


Hourigan, Edmund B., 440 Bergen- 
line Ave. 

Saperstein, Fred, Dispatch Bldg. 

Stein, Louis, 743 New York Ave. 

West New York 

Eisenstein, Louis, 410 Bergenline 
Ave. 

Kilkenny, Victor S., 644 Bergen- 
line Ave. 

Zorn, Albert L., 437 16th St. 


OTHER PLACES 


Anekstein, Herman H., 46 Paterson 
St., New Brunswick. 

Baker, Edward I., 212 Schwehm 
Bldg., Atlantic City. 

Baker, Nathan, 77 River St., Ho- 
boken. 
Bell, Robert K., Ocean City Title 
& Trust Bldg., Ocean City. 
Busch, Lewis D., 59 Paterson St.. 
New Brunswick. 

Chapman, Milton K., 604 Anderson 
Ave., Grantwood. 

Cohen, Sylvan S., 68 Hudson St., 
Hoboken. 

Dluhy, John G., 772 Main Ave., 
Clifton. 

Downing, Charles T., 30 Park Pl, 
Newton. 

Duff, Nathan, 25 Main St., Wood- 
bridge. 

Edelson, Harry, Electric Bldg., As- 
bury Park. 

Ferry, Leland F., 32 N. Van Brunt 
St., Englewood. 

Goldman, Solomon, 16 W. Palisade 
Ave., Englewood. 

Grimley, Roy J., Wilsey Bldg., 
Ridgewood. 

McDonough, Andrew V., 211 W. 
Front St., Plainfield. 

Reina, Carman C., Union Bldg., 
Plainfield. 
Scerbo, Frank C., 
Morristown. 
Semple, Edwin R., 200 Broad St., 

Mt. Holly. : 
Siegel, Abraham M., 205 Franklin 
Ave., Nutley. 


Io Park Pl., 





